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1	|         INTRODUCTION 

Many authors have debated that innovation can be viewed as a   key component, and also a desired outcome, of effective entrepre- neurial behavior (Lazzarotti, Dalfovo, & Hoffman, 2011). It can also be argued that it may have a symbiotic relationship with other key elements, traits, and areas of entrepreneurial activity; in so doing, the interaction between them may form new benefits and out- comes (Acs & Audretsch, 1993). It can be hypothesized that with this symbiotic process, the interaction between known traits may result in superior business performance through better decision‐ making processes, which in turn may be termed strategic foresight and enhanced innovation. Kraus, Kauranen, and Reschke (2011) state that strategic entrepreneurship is concerned with opportunity- seeking behavior and, more importantly, acting upon the identified opportunities. Drucker (2007) noted that innovation is not all about invention; he argued that it is about the spotting of opportunities and more importantly, acting and delivering upon these opportuni- ties in a positive manner. He believed that there are seven sources of opportunity to innovate, only one of which includes invention, but all pertaining to a level of risk. Therefore, with invention a facet—but not a prerequisite—of innovation, many small businesses are not able to innovate through this avenue, but do so by implementing more practical instigations and continuous improvement of existing prod- ucts or services.



*JEL classification codes: A13, L21, M21, O30, O43, R12.
When examining the intricacies of innovation, it is important to understand and note the effects that other known entrepreneurial areas may have in relation to the type of business and geographical location. Each of these parameters can have an effect on the level of innovation portrayed by businesses in relation to geographical loca- tion (Blanchard, 2013). Through a combination of the areas of risk, opportunity spotting, vision, creativity, and charisma, we examine the symbiotic relationship each may have to complement each other. It is then possible to examine how each of these parameters may affect the level of innovative ability of individuals. Overlaying these areas with the nuances of innovation—Drucker’s seven sources—it is then possible to evaluate how varying businesses operate at a strategic level and also identify the key aspects of the business drivers of this strategic vision. Chen (2007) noted that risk taking, pro‐active oppor- tunity spotting, and innovativeness are key characteristics of being an entrepreneurial leader. Managing the vision of the owner-manager and portraying it within the business is a further key attribute of entre- preneurial charisma (Witt, 1998). Businesses which operate in rural and remote locations tend to have higher degrees of customer rela- tions expertise, which within some operations is then transferred into superior business performance (Blanchard, 2013; Smallbone & North, 1999). It is also noted that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) within rural locations (particularly remote rural areas) outperform their urban counterparts in terms of employment growth (Smallbone & North, 1999). It is important to understand how these differences in performance manifest themselves between similar businesses and can differ within a variance of locations. An interesting point to note is that these differences operate at a strategic level. We can examine how












this transference happens—from vision to action—through the entre- preneurial ability or abilities of the business owner; the outcomes of that examination can then be seen in the differing levels of innovation practiced within those businesses. It is then possible to see if those with a more pronounced strategic vision have a higher and more effec- tive innovative model.
The premise of this article is to use a broad‐based model of inno- vation (including product, process, new product/service, and market development) to test innovative behavior of both rural and remote rural SMEs. More importantly, we establish what entrepreneurial drivers are used to denote what level of innovation practiced by the sample businesses. The rationale of this is to examine what traits the sample possess and whether they increase innovative ability.


2	|    LITERATURE REVIEW 

Given the importance of entrepreneurs to society, a great deal of research has been undertaken to determine and specify the demands of their jobs, along with the contexts and entrepreneurial values in relation to cultural aspects which can, and often do, determine their productive entrepreneurial value (Legge & Hindle, 2012). Demands from society suggest the need for a Schumpeterian “special person,” one who is able to “disrupt the equilibrium,” thereby being able to build a business that is able to achieve such. This places entrepre- neurial traits in a new league. In undertaking extremely high levels of risk, personal resources and reputation can often determine the level of success of the venture, therefore suggesting that the number and level of certain traits does have an influence on the level of success. When placing this into an environmental context, many other entre- preneurial facets emerge, which can include personality. McClelland (1961, 1975, 1987) suggested that elevated needs for achievement, autonomy, power, and independence were key attributes which can have an impact and determine success. Other authors (Miller, Kets de Vries, & Toulouse, 1982) noted that successful entrepreneurs exhib- ited an internal locus of control, which indicates that they believe they control their destiny and not that the environment is controlling them. Markman, Balkin, and Baron (2002) also carried out research on self‐ efficacy, which concurs with the outcomes of these previous studies.


3	|    INNOVATION DEFINED 

Walker (1888) and Andrews (1890) both stated that innovation can be defined as undertaking something unusual, which may be interpreted as areas of entrepreneurial behavior. It is with this premise that the debate and its influences—as a valid entity and outcome of entrepre- neurial behavior—may be made. It was not until Joseph Schumpeter (1934a) that a more robust and authoritative argument was put for- ward, whereby a link between both characteristics and the fundamen- tal phenomenon of economic development was made. The argument was centered on the inclusion of both innovation and entrepreneur- ship, whereby the business was the focal point for the intercessions in relation to the focal point of economic development. Schumpeter’s
view stresses that the entrepreneur is the individual who is respon- sible for carrying out new combinations within the economy, thereby making changes and taking risks and as a result of these actions, opportunities arise for innovative behavior to take place, which may be termed the “reward” for undertaking such actions (Schumpeter, 1934a). Porter (1990) also insisted that innovation must include “com- petitive advantage by perception or discovering new and better ways of competing in an industry and bringing them to market.” This builds on the premise that the greater the risk, the greater the reward and suggests that there are different levels of entrepreneurial ability within the control of individuals. Further examination of this process helps to explain and define entrepreneurial behavior, for through these actions and the initiative of the entrepreneur new businesses are created, and through these intercessions they maintain the capitalist economy. The variance in the levels of initiative held by the individual will depend upon the level of opportunity and risk involved within the new ven- ture, therefore giving rise to different levels of entrepreneurial ability held by individuals and the associated effects these will have within the local economy.
This clinical view of innovation brings into perspective the stark reality and role that an effective innovative strategy may have on any business. It is widely accepted that both innovation and entre- preneurship are synonymously interlinked (as intimated by Schum- peter), with the terms often used in many contexts to describe an exceptional individual, business, or product (Radas & Božić, 2009; Shane, 2003).
The debate as to what innovation is and how it can be defined has also been disputed by a number of authors for decades. Schumpeter (1934b) states that five areas need to be included for it to be defined as innovative behavior; these include introduction of new goods/ services, new production method, opening a new market, a new sources of raw materials, and creating a new market dominated by a business. Each of these areas may be associated with the five areas of test used within this research, as creating new markets and prod- ucts and services each requires vision and creativity to bring these to fruition. Others say that only four forms are needed to represent innovative behavior. Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2008) closely associate themselves with the views held by Schumpeter, which include prod- uct innovation, process innovation, position innovation, and paradigm innovation—changes to the mental models that guide the direction of the firm. They state that the difference between innovations is often tenuous and the divide where one starts and the other finishes is often hard to define. Although innovation is not a linear process arising from formal knowledge, it is argued that it needs to be viewed as a social process with a multitude of actors involving both their formal and informal relationships, in which the role of each depends on social, institutional, and personal variables (Esparcia, 2014)—within certain geographical locations.
Additional to the four‐form model described by Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2008), they further intimate that innovation can be divided into different dimensions, according to the level of novelty involved within the application. If innovation takes place within the process or performance element of the product/service, and this is for the







business only, then they state that this is an incremental involve- ment. Such process can be driven by both the increase in productivity savings and customer demands. Whereby, if there are significant or advanced changes made, such as a totally new product to the market, then they describe this as a radical form of innovation, which can be made through new technology or process engineering. SMEs within a remote or rural location find this type of innovation difficult to undertake, due to a lack of skilled labor and the unwillingness to live in such locations. Both forms are routed in the desire to take advan- tage of opportunities. Other authors also conclude and agree with these definitions (Cantu & Zapata, 2006; Damanpour, 1996; Forsman, 2009; Leifer, O’Connor, & Rice, 2002). It also needs to be stressed that Schumpeter’s definition of innovation does not take into account any form of incremental status. He views innovation as radical, only in so far as it has not been done before. The Organisation for Economic Co‐operation and Development (OECD) created the Oslo manual for an international definition of innovative behavior. This carries both the concepts and classifications and a set of guidelines and policies for the measurement of innovation within an international arena (OECD, 2005).
According to the manual, innovation is either the “implementation of a new significantly improved product (goods or services) or process, or a new marketing method adopted by businesses. A new organisa- tional method in business practices, local workplace organisational or external relations.” For the purpose of the research undertaken here, the OECD definitions were adopted in that the businesses inter- viewed for the survey were within the local workplace and involved process and external relations.
Further associations which may affect the level of effective- ness, or even the ability to innovate, include the spotting and acting upon of opportunities, the level of risk one is willing to undertake, and creativity—these are often termed “opportunity centred innova- tions” (Shane, 2003). Also, and probably viewed as more important, is the supply of credit within the market. Without credit, Schumpeter’s innovation cannot take place (Schumpeter, 1934b). He states that companies who wish to innovate should not do so with capital gained from previous innovations; the circular flow of production resources can cause problems. Although the survey sample did state that  they capitalize their new projects through self-funding and do not seek credit unless they are forced too, companies should seek credit (via venture capitalists) and in doing so spread the risk (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepherd, 2004). In some situations this type of innova- tion can be associated with, and attributed to, the geographical loca- tion the business is operating in, due to the pace of change within a locality. This in turn can often emphasize the strategic direction and objectives the business owner may adopt and need to fully under- stand in relation to the purpose of the business (Drucker, 1997). It is through the evaluation of areas such as these that businesses may find a clear direction to follow, which in turn could also be derived from the analysis of their strategic objectives (Birchall, He, & Gay, 1996). In some cases this may lead to a realignment of their strategic vision and thereby their subsequent growth and the success of the business (Wang and Han, 2011).
4	| DEFINING AREAS OF STRATEGIC VISION AND INNOVATION 

Having a strategic vision is often viewed by some as an anomaly, so much so that by its adoption, a business owner may denote that they have evaluated aspects of their business with a process linked to a form of innovative behavior (Sonfield & Lussier, 2000). Only through fully understanding the perspectives and benefits of adopting a strategy may the elements of entrepreneurial behavior be contextu- alized, so as to understand the effects an overall strategy may have on a business (Wickham, 2004). Innovation has been seen to reduce the effects of the current economic crisis within local regions, with the need to adopt a local/regional-based policy approach to SMEs similar to the European Protected Food Name policy (European Commission, 2012). By adopting perceptions whereby the vision of the founder/owner can be adapted and aligned to the outcomes of the business, it offers a place for the many debated areas of entre- preneurial behavior and ascertains their effect  on SMEs’ innova-  tive strategy (Chell, 1985). Although Hoffman, Parejo, Bessant, and Perren (1998) indicate that the process by which SMEs innovate is unclear, one area of agreement is that it has strong links with their geographical location (Radas & Božić, 2009). This point highlights the level of awareness the founder/owner of the business may have in relation to their location and customer requirements, which can in turn be linked to the growth potential of the business (Leitch, Hill, & Neargard, 2010).
Strategic awareness is a more alert formation of the ability to read the connection between the needs of the business, the desires of the owner/founder, and the opportunities available within a loca- tion for which the business operates in. Such awareness, in associa- tion with these needs, may be linked to the entrepreneurial levels exhibited by the owner/founder and may also be manifest within the business desires to move out of its current trading environment. The view of the entrepreneur as a calculated risk taker who formu- lates a strategic vision, brought about from a theoretical perspec- tive, was deemed to play a major part in the debate over what role both traits and characteristics may play within entrepreneurial the- ory (McClelland, 1961). Storey (1989) identified key entrepreneurial characteristics within the owners/founders of certain SMEs which were seen to grow faster than others. This research was extended to examine if such characteristics could be isolated and thereby adopted by other similar businesses. It is with this premise that it    is proposed that key entrepreneurial areas may be associated with strategic awareness and, in turn, may be associated with superior business performance. It is through the identification of businesses in order to replicate the success of such that initiatives endeavored to target resources in order to identify innovative practices within such businesses. Thereby, it was thought possible to help other businesses grow more quickly through identified common problems (Rainer, 2009).
A contrasting view which endeavors to embrace a catholic ethic of entrepreneurship is that of Llewellyn and Wilson (2003), whose debate brings together a plethora of elements, singled out by authors  over







many years, in order to give a consensus embrace of the term. They state: “…some people relate to a set of personal characteristics (espe- cially risk taking, creativity and ambition), a set of behaviors by others (starting a business). It is through this ethic that entrepreneurship can be viewed as a pure theoretical construct in one sense, although it is also implicitly tied to real world research findings.” They are effectively stating that there is no one definition of an entrepreneur or how they operate, and it is up to researchers to prove their viewpoint through robust and rigorous research.
Say (1964; first published in 1803) indicates that the entrepre- neur had to be sufficiently multifaceted to be able to control and have coordination of many business areas, including the raising of capital and the organization of production, and also to have full command and understanding of the distribution chain. In effect, entrepreneurs were their own managers, building their businesses as they saw fit, debating whether they should grow or specialize in niche markets. Today, many rural and remote rural businesses fit this definition, specializing and raising capital to furnish new ideas and processes through innovation. Such businesses seek capital and many, through collaboration, man- age to bring new products and services to market that would other- wise not have materialized. Although previous studies have indicated that small businesses located in rural areas (particularly remote rural areas) often outperform their urban counterparts within areas of com- petitiveness and employment, this is due to their better understanding of their customer needs and the levels of customer service they offer (Blanchard, 2013). It is with such constructs that the role of having an effective strategy lies, whereby the vision of the business owner and the direction the business takes are one and the same.
Goffee and Scase (1987) state that the function of the entrepre- neur can incorporate many abilities, which may be managed in a way that advocates both the advancement of the individual and their ideas, which in turn may have an influence on their vision. This can happen through the management of other people or the capitalization of a particular market sector, which in turn demands a certain type and skill. This again can be termed and aligned with charismatic leader- ship, which helps to portray the shared vision the entrepreneur may have with their employees and customers. This may go some way to formulating a growth and sustainability strategy for remote and rural areas, and the associated encouragement of entrepreneurs to invest and grow their businesses (Hannon, 2005).
Porter (1990) adopts the view that innovation on a micro level can often create competitive advantage through being strategically aware, by perceiving or discovering new and better ways of compet- ing within an industry and most important of all, bringing them to market. Such views and practices are also advocated by Schumpeter (1934a), who broadly outlines that innovation within a tripartite methodology is encouraged through the technological, political, and social aspects of society. It is through the recognition of such, and the action of acting upon the opportunity, that the small business encour- ages and develops the strategic vision which in turn formulates the innovative strategy. Because the number of firms which truly inno- vate within a technological framework are fairly small, the emphasis of innovation within the Schumpeterian perspective is a good one to
adopt (Keizer, Dijstra, & Halman, 2002). Gray (2006) states: “If small firms are to fulfil their expected innovative function, it is important to better understand the causes and effects of these knowledge, capa- bilities and skills gaps in relation to SME growth.”
It is clear to see that business owners need to be innovative and learn continuously from social interactions that include many par- ticipants (Rosenberg, 1976), comprising customers, consultants, and competitors/external factors. Change can also be the catalyst for innovation; it often provides the opportunity for systems within a business to be constructed in a different way, that may prove more efficient and profitable (Van de Vrande, De Jong, & Vanhaverbeke, 2009). If systemic innovation were inherent within an organization, that organization would be purposefully looking for change oppor- tunities within all its modes of operation; these would be on both a macro and micro-environmental basis. Furthermore, structural organi- zational change can often lead to an increase in facsimile innovation, brought about by a new focus being adopted through its relationship with organizational change (Radas & Božić, 2009). The discipline of adopting innovative practices within an enterprise can also lead to entrepreneurial behavior and, as a result, opportunities through the identification of change possibilities (Martinez‐Roman, Gamero, & Tamayo, 2011). These changes can take the form of either an inter- nal or an external exponent, within a field of expertise, or be at least closely related to it, and can be either within a value chain and either forwards or backwards along that chain. Therefore, making changes within a value chain framework needs to be closely related to the desires of the business owner in relation to the customer’s require- ments. This is an extremely valid point for rural businesses, whose association and close relationship with their customers’ needs are truly met as they appear to be intrinsically linked through a desired relationship (Blanchard, 2013; Bosworth, 2009).
Innovative behavior often varies within and between businesses, and therefore can manifest itself in many different forms, through the structures and mechanisms operated and implemented (Smallbone & North, 1999). Businesses specifically located within a rural setting often portray well‐developed levels of both innovative and creative abilities. Previous research has found that this undoubtedly comes from the workers within the firm, who have identified some produc- tion, product, or incremental process improvements (Hollander, 1965). “Process innovation” can also be linked in a more tentative way to incremental innovation, through the development of business‐pro- cess redesign and also by the investment in new capital machinery and technology. This again has strong ties with rural businesses which have established links with their customers’ needs and requirements; these help to foster the interface between the needs and the cost implications (Blanchard, 2015).

5	|    METHODOLOGICAL DESIGN 

The applied methodology is based on a longitudinal cohort study   of 25 SME businesses operating and trading within both rural and remote rural locations in Lincolnshire. Although such methods are used rarely, due to the problem of maintaining contact with the host







businesses over time, this was deemed to be the most appropriate method to use within the framework of a rural and remote geographi- cal setting (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2007). This study is slightly different, in that only two data points were used—the initial 2005 and the final 2015 survey—with no periodical interviews taken in between. The adopted positivist approach is aimed at taking the phenomenon of key entrepreneurial characteristics—which are debated within the review as to their merit—and using them as a measure to display levels of innovative activity from a holistic viewpoint. As can be argued, all areas of entrepreneurial activity collectively enhance innovation. The measure of test to ascertain the level of innovative activity within the sample will be the level of increase in gross turnover of the business from the initial 2005 sample to the present 2015 sample. To reinforce this measure, the number of employees within the business—from the initial survey date to present—will also be included within the data analysis. Inflationary aspects have not been taken into consideration.
The purpose and aim of the survey was twofold: first to examine levels of innovative activity within SMEs in rural and remote rural loca- tions, and second to look at entrepreneurial characteristics/traits and examine if they had any effect on innovative decision making. For the purposes of the survey, no distinction was made between different types of innovation. In order to offer replication of the data, the mea- sures used in the new survey were the same as those of the original 2005 survey: opportunity spotting, calculated risk taking, charisma, creativity, and vision.
The original study consisted of a sample of 25 randomly selected remote rural and rural‐located businesses, based on the classification of both rural and remote locations (DEFRA, 2014). Within this cat- egory, some of the businesses fall into the “remote section,” whereby the location is predominantly rural and of low‐density population. The follow-up study (2015) revisited the original 25 SME businesses, ask- ing the same questions from the original survey with a view to exam- ining how trading had changed over the study period. By using such methods, we are able to differentiate between the two sets of data and establish how the level of entrepreneurial skill sets had changed over the survey period.
The data collection method used was semi‐structured face‐to‐ face interviews, which allowed ad‐hoc data to be offered in order to substantiate specific areas. The survey consisted of six questions based on and around known entrepreneurial characteristics, which form the survey areas of test. These areas have been debated within the literature review and are known to offer symbiotic interactions with each other, which in turn can help to enhance entrepreneurial awareness and business performance. Each of the six questions has been devised to offer a level of correlation in association with each of the six entrepreneurial characteristics and is designed so as to offer specific details within each of the entrepreneurial confines. As each of the areas of test are key elements of an innovative business, such areas can be used as key indicators to ascertain the performance of a business and help devise and establish the entrepreneurial effective- ness of that business.
The trading nature of the 25 businesses ranged from small agricul- tural merchants to cheese manufacturers to builders. The questions
were formed into two separate themes—one centered around entre- preneurial characteristics and the other on business growth—in order to indicate if entrepreneurial characteristics influence business performance.


6	|   DATA ANALYSIS 

The generated data gained through the primary sources of collection comprised two types, namely qualitative and quantitative. To ensure both forms of data were able to be used within the subsequent calcu- lation processes, the qualitative data had to be formulated into a ratio scale of numbers within a frequency table. This table was formulated within an Excel spreadsheet format, which comprised all businesses that were to be used within the analysis. The qualitative questions, with responses comprising “yes” and “no,” were substituted with 2 and 6 (as transcribing the responses in this way enabled easy SPSS calculation).2
Out of the original 25 businesses surveyed in 2004, only 21 are still trading. The geographical split can be seen in Table 1. Being able to trace the owners/managers of the four businesses which ceased operating made it possible to establish the reason and rationale for their respective closures. Two remote rural businesses ceased trading when the owners decided to retire and no formal offers were made for the businesses as going concerns. Such details are an interesting fact within the demise of some remote rural businesses, which can indicate that potential business owners do not wish to operate in such locations. The data brings to the fore the debate centered on entre- preneurial characteristics, and is displayed and used within remote and rural businesses. It also suggests that potential business owners do not recognize the opportunity such businesses offer, therefore this may suggest that these people may have less-developed entrepre- neurial characteristics. This, in turn, reinforces and builds on current theory—that operators of remote rural businesses, and to some extent rural operations too, do have a certain characteristic profile. Finding such a person to take over an established business proved impossible in these two cases.
Table 2 highlights details of the original and new survey data, identifying business trading areas which have seen increases in their staffing levels. Although the number of businesses within the service and retail sectors has stayed the same, both areas have seen a large increase in staff recruitment. This indicates that some businesses are reacting to the environment in different ways, with the   more


TABLE 1   Businesses trading 2005/15 per location
Total number of businesses in the original survey	25
Number of businesses still trading in 2015	21
Number of remote businesses still trading	13
Number of rural businesses still trading	8
2 SPSS Statistics is a software package used for logical batched and non‐batched statistical analysis.



TABLE 2   Number of employees/business/location	TABLE 3  2005 levels of entrepreneurial activity




Business type	Number of businesses	Number of employees	Business location
Direct farming related	7	35	Remote rural
Indirect farming related	6	55	Rural + remote
Manufacturing	3	105	Rural
Retail	1	2	Rural
Service sector	1	22	Rural
Construction	4	302	Rural
Brewing	1	25	Remote rural
Distribution	1	36	Remote rural
Hospitality	1	15	Rural
Total	25	597	



entrepreneurial and innovative owners being able to spot, act upon, and capitalize on opportunities in many different ways. These results may indicate that some businesses are better at being strategically aware of their environment, and display how they react to different economic pressures and the need to survive. Businesses such as these can successfully operate in both remote and rural locations.
One of the two rural businesses which ceased trading did so through ill health, the other through competition from other sources. The business owner retiring through ill health also tried to sell their business; again this proved impossible, and eventually the busi- ness had to close. The fourth business which ceased trading did so through prolonged and severe competition from a national business which established a satellite depot nearby. It proved too difficult for the owner to keep the business as a viable concern through pro- longed pricing and customer‐service incentives from the satellite business.
Although four businesses have ceased trading, the survey identi- fied that the total number of full‐time employees within the sample had increased over the 10‐year period from 597 to 637; this can be attrib- uted to an increase in business turnover and resultant profit, which in turn establishes a rationale for innovative activity. The data further highlights that there is no one specific sector which has increased its staffing ratio. This confirms previous data from the original survey, which identifies that businesses trading in such geographical locations are able to withstand adverse trading conditions better than most. As can be seen in Table 3, the original 2005 survey data highlights the correlation between key entrepreneurial areas and geographical location. The table identifies that opportunity spotting, calculated risk taking, and innovation were highly correlated within remotely located businesses, scoring .361, .541, and .538, respectively. In contrast, the rurally located businesses have correlation factors of .461, .525, and
.665 for the same corresponding areas. Therefore, this indicates that within the 2005 survey, rurally located businesses displayed higher significance rates than their remote counterparts. These results iden- tify and confirm that remotely located businesses have increased their entrepreneurial abilities in a number of key areas over the sur- vey period; they also display higher levels of innovation in all aspects

Location	Spearman’s rho	
Remote rural	Visionary	.405(**)
	Opportunity spotter	.361(**)
	Charismatic	.346(**)
	Calculated risk taker	.541(**)
	Creative	.527(**)
	Innovation	.538(**)
Rural	Visionary	.394(**)
	Opportunity spotter	.461(**)
	Charismatic	.424(**)
	Calculated risk taker	.525(**)
	Creative	.584(**)
	Innovation	.665(**)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2‐tailed).


of their business activities. The rationale for this can be seen in the increase in staff employment, which resulted from higher turnover.
The 2015 data displayed in Table 4 identifies the level of innova- tion displayed by remote rural businesses, which is now higher than that of rural businesses for the same period, with a score value of .721. This could be attributed to a number of issues, but when examining the other areas of test, it can be seen that the 2015 data set high- lights a number of changes for remotely located businesses. Opportu- nity spotting attracted a value of .461 and calculated risk taking .561. These scores—over the corresponding rural business values of .565 for innovation, .441 for opportunity spotting, and .541 for calculated risk taking—indicate that remotely located businesses have a higher‐value data set. These values are significantly different between geographical locations and survey dates.
It can also be seen that remote businesses have increased their score in all areas above the corresponding 2005 results, apart from the area of charisma. The omission of an increase in this area may be due to the businesses’ specific size and number of   employees;

TABLE 4  2015 levels of entrepreneurial activity


Remote rural	Visionary	.412(**)

	Opportunity spotter	.461(**)
	Charismatic	.306(**)
	Calculated risk taker	.561(**)
Creative	.577(**)


Rural	Visionary	.390(**) Opportunity spotter	.441(**)
Charismatic	.414(**)


Creative	.587(**)


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2‐tailed).







TABLE 5  Kruskal–Wallis test of difference

	Location	Mean rank
Vision	remote rural	64.59
	rural	77.75
Creativity	remote rural	62.92
	rural	77.60
Opportunity	remote rural	64.36
	rural	75.24
Risk	remote rural	63.72
	rural	76.58

Innovation	remote rural	61.97
	rural	79.51
Charisma	remote rural	64.14
	rural	78.63


being an SME does not require a charismatic leader as such, as a team‐responsibility approach is more often adopted in such enter- prises. Debates surrounding key entrepreneurial characteristics have been proven to enable owners to be more strategically aware and, as business owners become more adept and attuned to their customers’ needs, their businesses grow and this enables them to become more adept at negotiation with suppliers, customers, and staff (Blanchard, 2013).
Displayed in Table 5 are the results of the Kruskal–Wallis test. This test takes the averages of the entrepreneurial abilities displayed by the survey sample, per area of test, per location to see if any of the locations display any difference within entrepreneurial ability. In the first part of the table the areas are given a mean rank in relation to the entrepreneurial ability displayed by the sample, per geographical location. The second part of the table gives a significance value of the combined averages of each location, per author, in respect of the entrepreneurial abilities displayed by the sample. This figure needs to be below the acceptable .05 degrees of freedom. By conducting such tests, we will be able to establish if each of the areas exhibit different entrepreneurial abilities or are the same in regard to their trading habits.
The significance values in Table 5 indicate that innovation is the only area that displays a value close to the acceptance level of .05. The value, at .048, is very close to this level and in this instance it would not be good practice to state that the sample accepts that the level of innovation has increased significantly over the survey period.
Such results do not align with the previous data, which indicated that the sample had significant differences within the areas of test and also for geographical locations. The Kruskal–Wallis test suggests that
there is no difference between the abilities displayed by the sample, thereby all locations exhibit a similar level of entrepreneurship, regard- less of location.
Overall, the findings from the geographical data give further insight and greater depth to the activities of the sample. Such data disseminates the previous by location, giving a focus on what business activities are taking place within the various locations. This can then be related to the entrepreneurial abilities that are being exhibited by the businesses and give a sectional analysis of what businesses within which location adopt what type of entrepreneurialism. It is this level of detail that is needed to establish with some accuracy how trading habits change within a county, as the diversity of such a large county has many variations within town, village, and hamlet firm size. Hav- ing established to some degree the  entrepreneurial trading habits  of businesses within such locations, resources can be targeted more effectively to establish meaningful results.


7	|        CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this article was to examine and evaluate both past and current innovative activity in SMEs situated in two geographical loca- tions, in a rural county. The measure of test used to evaluate the level of innovative activity was six key entrepreneurial traits/characteris- tics, as defined by author debate. By using such, it also aimed to test the level, use, and application of entrepreneurial characteristics often associated with effective innovative practice and to see if the applica- tion of such contributed to the owners being more strategically aware. Through the examination of these associated areas it was hoped that we could ascertain how owners both survive and progress their busi- nesses within such diverse locations. The research timeframe included one of the worst recessions since the 1980s, which impacted upon trading within both geographical locations, therefore testing entrepre- neurial characteristics to their limits.
The data found that remote businesses had increased their level of innovative ability over the survey period, which is in contrast to rural businesses. In isolation, this may mean that rural business owners had just become more proficient and adept in their business practices. When the results are placed against the other areas of test, they indi- cate that rural business owners have increased their awareness in all areas, therefore suggesting that they have become more adept in their trading surroundings. The study also found that businesses within both rural and remote areas tend to operate within constructs they know well and to some extent control. They achieve this by building a trusting relationship with trade representatives and customer profiles; this in turn helps to build a knowledge base, which can be used   to




TABLE 6  Kruskal–Wallis test of difference

	Vision	Creativity	Opportunity	Risk	Innovation	Charisma
Chi-square	3.321	5.037	3.868	4.270	6.074	3.784
d.f.	2	2	2	2	2	2
Asymp. sig.	.190	.081	.145	.118	.048	.151







help their business in various ways (Barney & Hanson, 1997). Some of the sample used such knowledge to gain advantage over rival national satellite businesses to gain contracts.
Such results show that businesses tend to have a higher level of entrepreneurial ability the more remote their setting and loca- tion is. Being able to successfully trade in such locations requires a highly developed level of entrepreneurial skills (Blanchard, 2013), but being able to grow and innovate within that business requires a different set of criteria. It can be said that businesses trading in remote locations do indeed have a better-developed DNA for survival.
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Abstract
Remote rural businesses have a higher developed form of innovative ability that gives them an innate sense of survival over rural businesses. Innovation and its use within a remote rural envi- ronment, is more highly developed with these geographically located businesses. Entrepreneurial characteristics/traits establish a value in relation to the level of innovative capability/ability. Re- mote rural SMEs have a better understanding of strategic awareness in relation to their customers.
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